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Case 2362

PHRYNOBATRACHINAELaurent, 1941 (Amphibia, Anura): proposed

conservation

Alain Dubois

Laboratoire des Reptiles et Amphibiens, Museum National d'Histoire

Naturelle, 25 rue Cuvier, 75005 Paris, France

Abstract. The purpose of this appUcation is to conserve the name phrynobatrach-

INAE Laurent, 1941 for a subfamily of frogs (family ranidae) found throughout

sub-Saharan Africa. The name is threatened by three earlier potential synonyms,

HEMiMANTiDAE Hoffmann, 1878, petropedetinae Noble, 1931 and cacosterninae

Noble, 1931.

1. Noble (1931) proposed a new classification of the Amphibia. He divided the

family ranidae into six subfamilies. One of these, the arthroleptinae (p. 515),

included the genera Arthroleptis A. Smith, 1849, Plirynobatraclms Giinther, 1862,

Cardioglossa Boulenger, 1900, Dimorphognathus Boulenger, 1906, Schouiedenella De

Witte, 1921 and Arthroleptella Hewitt, 1926. Another subfamily, the petropedetinae

(p. 520). included the genera Petropedetes Reichenow, 1874 and Artliroleptides

Nieden, 1911. In addition. Noble grouped the two genera Cacosternum Boulenger,

1887 and Anhydrophryne Hewitt, 1919 in a subfamily cacosterninae (p. 540) of his

family brevicipitidae.

2. The type species oi Petropedetes Reichenow, 1874 (p. 290) is P. cameronensis

Reichenow. 1874 (p. 290, pi. 9, figs. 2, 2a, 2b) by monotypy; the type species of

Cacosternum Boulenger, 1887 (p. 51) is C. nanum Boulenger, 1887 (p. 52) also by

monotypy. In 1849, A. Smith (Appendix, pp. 23-24) described Sienorhynchus

natalensis as a new genus and species from 'country around Port Natal' (i.e. Durban).

A specimen in the Natural History Museum, London (catalogue no. BM(NH)

58.11.25), which may well be type material, was recorded (Gunther, 1859, p. 133) as

'Adult female. Natal. Presented by Sir A. Smith". Gunther (1862. p. 190) described

Phrynohatraclms natalensis, without reference to Smith's taxon, on "a single specimen

in a collection sent by Mr T. Ayres from Port Natal'. This specimen is catalogue no.

BM(NH) 62.3.14.20 (re-registered as no. 1947.2.5.13). Subsequently, Gunther (1864,

p. 481) noted; ' Phrynobatrachus natalensis. Giinth. Proc. Zool. Soc. 1862, p. 190, is

identical with Stenorhynchus natalensis. Smith —a frog which I omitted to compare

when describing Phrynohatraclms ... Peters proposed the generic name of Leptoparius

for that oi Stenorhynchus. because the latter is preoccupied (Monatsber. Akad. Wiss.

Bed. 1863, p. 452); Plirynobatraclms. however, has the priority'. The synonymy

between S. natalen.^is Smith and P. natalensis Gunther, and the replacement of the

junior homonym Stenorhynchus Smith by Phrynobatrachus. was accepted by Bocage

(1866, p. 54), Boulenger (1882, pp. 111-112, who listed both Smith's and Gunther's

specimens as female) and all subsequent authors (see, for example, Poynton, 1964,

p. 139; Poynton & Broadley, 1985, p. 160). The type species of Phrynobatrachus (i.e.
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Phrynobatrachus natalensis Giinther, 1862) thus has the vahd name P. natalensis

(A. Smith, 1849).

3. On the basis of osteological studies, Laurent (1940, p. 79) suggested that the

genera Arthroleptis and Phrynobatrachus were not as closely related as had been

believed by previous workers and proposed a new subfamilial arrangement within the

RANIDAE. Laurent (1941) removed the genera Phrynobatrachus, Dimorphognathus and

Arthroleptella, and also Natalobatrachus Hewitt & Methuen, 1913, from the arthro-

LEPTINAE and placed them in the same subfamily as Petropedetes and Arthroleptides

and also Phryiwdon Parker, 1935. For this subfamily, instead of adopting Noble's

existing name petropedetinae, Laurent (1941, p. 192) proposed the new name

PHRYNOBATRACHINAE.

4. Laurent (1941, p. 217), after others, referred the genera Cacosternum,

Anhydrophryne and also Microbatrachella Hewitt, 1926 to the ranidae but main-

tained them in a distinct subfamily cacosterninae. Poynton (1964, pp. 137-156)

merged these three genera, and also Nothophryne Poyton, 1963, in the same subfamily

as the seven other genera already grouped by Laurent (1941) in his phrynobatrach-

INAE (para. 3 above). For this subfamily, instead of adopting either petropedetinae

or CACOSTERNINAE, both of Noble (1931), he used the name phrynobatrachinae

Laurent, 1941. Laurent (1972a, p. 104; 1973, p. 666) and others (Haacke, 1970;

Savage, 1973; Dowling & Duellman, 1978) accepted Poynton's (1964) taxonomic

arrangement and included the 1 1 genera mentioned above in a single subfamily.

Other authors (Kuhn, 1965; Liem, 1970; Lynch, 1973) still recognized the

cacosterninae as a distinct subfamily.

5. Following Laurent (1941), most authors have agreed with the placement of

Phrynobatrachus (and related genera) and Petropedetes (and related genera) in a

single subfamily. However, no general agreement has been reached as to which name

should be used. Laurent himself changed his mind several times. He (Laurent, 1941,

p. 192; 1942, p. 417) first used the name phrynobatrachinae; subsequently he

(Laurent, 1951, p. 119) wrote 'Petropedetinae (= Phrynobatrachinae)'. He (Laurent,

1961, p. 197; 1972a. p. 104; 1972b, p. 198; 1973. p. 666) later reverted to

phrynobatrachinae, then (Laurent, 1980a, p. 419) to petropedetinae, and finally

(Laurent, 1980b, p. 85; 1984, p. 98; 1986, p. 763; Laurent & Fabrezi, 1990, p. 42) to

phrynobatrachinae.

6. As a result of Laurent's inconsistency in the usage of the name for this

subfamily, both names have appeared in the literature of other authors. The name
phrynobatrachinae has, however, been used more than petropedetinae. The

following authors have used the name phrynobatrachinae: Poynton (1964, p. 137;

1976, p. 218), Haacke (1970, p. 278), Liem (1970, p. 15), Broadley (1971, p. 117),

Amiet (1972, p. 71; 1975, p. 48), Savage (1973, p. 354), Perret (1976, p. 21), Dowling

& Duellman ( 1 978, p. 43.2), Goin, Coin & Zug ( 1 978, p. 237), Ohler & Kazadi ( 1 990,

p. 38) and Fabrezi (1992, p. 7). The following authors have adopted the name
petropedetinae after 1941: De Witte (1952, p. 7), Perret & Mertens (1957, p. 561),

Fuhn (1960, p. 224), Skelton-Bourgeois (1961, p. 322), Lynch (1973, p. 146) and

Duellman & Trueb (1986, pp. 544-545). Frost (1985, p. 439) noted: "We use the

nomenclaturally correct Petropedetinae rather than the widely used junior synonym
Phrynobatrachinae'. Goin & Goin (1962. p. 230) also used the name petropedetinae

but only for the genera Petropedetes and Arthroleptides (i.e. sensu Noble, 1931).
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Perret (1966, p. 354) wrote 'Petropedetinae ou Phrynobatrachinae". Kuhn (1965,

pp. 97-98) tentatively recognized the petropedetinae and phrynobatrachinae as

distinct subfamilies. These lists are not exhaustive but are given to demonstrate that

both names have been used in recent pubhcations. Dubois (1987a, p. 121) listed

a further 12 references for the usage of phrynobatrachinae after 1980, and a

single reference (1981) in which petropedetinae was used. Recently the name
phrynobatrachidae was used by Dubois (1992, p. 309) and Fabrezi (1993, p. 56).

7. As noted in para. 3 above, not all authors agree at present on the systematic

arrangement for these African frogs. In a procedurally slightly different version of

this application, I (Dubois, 1982, p. 136) acted as first reviser in selecting the name

petropedetinae to have precedence over cacosterninae; both names were proposed

by Noble (1931). This choice, which of course still stands, was made in order to avoid

possible repeated changes in the name of the subfamily including Phrynobatrachus

and Petropedetes according to whether Cacosternum is or is not included.

8. The name petropedetinae is not the oldest available name for the subfamily

(see Dubois, 1981, p. 252). Most authors have overlooked the existence of an earlier

synonym, that of hemimantidae Hoffmann, 1878 (pp. 613, 635), which has never

been used as valid. This name was proposed for a subfamily which included the single

nominal genus Hemimantis Peters, 1863 (p. 451), of which Hoffmann considered that

Arthroleptis A. Smith, 1849 and Heieroghssa Hallowell, 1858 (= Dimorphognathus

Boulenger, 1906) were synonyms. Hemimantis (type species by monotypy

H. calcaratus Peters, 1863, p. 452) is currently considered to be a junior subjective

synonym of Phrynobatrachus Giinther, 1862. The name Hemimantis has not been

used but with better taxonomic knowledge in the future it is possible that it may be

required. Depending on the placement of Hemimantis the name hemimantidae is a

senior subjective synonym of petropedetinae, cacosterninae or phrynobatrach-

inae and, if priority were the sole consideration, would be used (as hemimantinae) as

the valid name for one of these nominal subfamilies. Since the name has been

completely forgotten following its original publication and is based on a generic

name which has never been treated as valid, such a nomenclatural change would be

disruptive and inappropriate.

9. Although the name petropedetinae has priority over phrynobatrachinae

(and cacosterninae; para. 7 above), I propose that the Commission should conserve

phrynobatrachinae as the valid name for the subfamily (or family), with the

date 1878. 1 should certainly not have suggested this if no other need existed for

action by the Commission but, since the discovery of the name hemimantidae

makes an intervention necessary, I think this opportunity should be taken to go even

further and choose for this subfamily the name which seems the most, appropriate

and likely to stabilize the nomenclature. My reasons for choosing the name

phrynobatrachinae are as follows:

(1) The name hemimantidae, the first available for this taxon, is based on

the nominal genus Hemimantis, a subjective synonym of Phrynobatrachus.

Conservation of phrynobatrachinae Laurent, 1941 with the date 1878 would

obtain a result similar to that of Article 40, which cannot be called upon in this

case (see Dubois, 1987a, p. 121: 1987b, pp. 49-50).

(2) The name phrynobatrachinae has been used more than the name

petropedetinae since 1941.
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(3) Since Laurent (1941) the content of the subfamily phrynobatrachinae has

remained unchanged except that additional genera have been incorporated. It

is therefore appropriate to associate Laurent's name with the taxon he was the

first to recognize.

(4) The genus Phrynobatrachus currently includes some 60 recognized species

while all the other genera of the subfamily, including Petropedeies, contain less

than 10 species. The name phrynobatrachinae refers to the largest and best

known of the genera of the subfamily.

(5) The name phrynobatrachinae refers to one of the most primitive,

'generalized' genera of the subfamily, whilst petropedetinae and cacostern-

INAE refer to specialized, more 'extreme' groups (see, for example, Laurent,

1941 and Poynton, 1964).

10. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly

asked:

(1) to use its plenary powers:

(a) to rule that the family-group name phrynobatrachinae Laurent, 1941 and

other family-group names based on Phrynobatrachus Giinther, 1862 are to

be given precedence over hemimantidae Hoffman, 1878 and other family-

group names based on Hemimantis Peters, 1863, over petropedetinae

Noble, 1931 and other family-group names based on Petropedetes Reiche-

now, 1874. and over cacosterninae Noble, 1931 and other family-group

names based on Cacosternum Boulenger, 1887;

(b) to rule that the family-group name petropedetinae Noble, 1931 and other

family-group names based on Petropedetes Reichenow. 1874 are to be

given precedence over hemimantidae Hoffman, 1878 and other family-

group names based on Hemimantis Peters, 1863;

(c) to rule that the family-group name cacosterninae Noble, 1931 and other

family-group names based on Cacosternum Boulenger, 1887 are to be given

precedence over hemimantidae Hoffman, 1878 and other family-group

names based on Hemimantis Peters, 1863;

(2) to place on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology the following names:

(a) Phrynobatrachus Giinther, 1862 (gender: masculine), type species by mono-
typy Phrynobatrachus natalensis Giinther, 1862 (a junior subjective

synonym of Stenorhynchus natalensis A. Smith, 1849);

(b) Petropedetes Reichenow, 1874 (gender: masculine), type species by mono-
typy Petropedetes cameronensis Reichenow, 1 874;

(c) Cacosternum Boulenger. 1887 (gender: neuter), type species by monotypy

Cacosternum nanum Boulenger, 1887;

(d) Hemimantis Peters, 1863 (gender: masculine), type species by monotypy

Hemimantis calcaratus Peters, 1863;

(3) to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the following names:

{a) natalensis A. Smith, 1849, as published in the binomen Stenorhynchus

natalensis (senior subjective synonym of Phrynobatrachus natalensis

Giinther, 1862, the type species oi Phrynobatrachus Giinther, 1862);

(b) cameronensis Reichenow, 1 874, as published in the binomen Petropedetes

cameronensis (specific name of the type species of Petropedetes Reichenow,

1874);



244 Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature 51(3) September 1994

(c) namim Boulenger, 1 887, as published in the binomen Cacosternum nanum

(specific name of the type species of Cacosternum Boulenger, 1887);

(d) cakaratus Peters, 1863. as published in the binomen Hemimantis calcanitus

(specific name of the type species of Hemimaniis Peters, 1863);

(4) to place on the Official List of Family-Group Names in Zoology the following

names:

(a) PHRYNOBATRACraNAELaufent, 1941 (1878) (type genus Phrynobatrachus

Giinther, 1862) with the endorsement that it and other family-group names

based on Phrynobatrachus are to be given precedence over hemimantidae

Hoffmann, 1878 (type genus Hemimantis Peters, 1863) and other family-

group names based on Hemimantis, over petropedetinae Noble, 1931

(type genus Petropedetes Reichenow, 1874) and other family-group names

based on Petropedetes, and over cacosterninae Noble, 1931 (type genus

Cacosternum Boulenger, 1887) and other family-group names based on

Cacosternum, whenever their type genera are placed in the same family-

group taxon;

(b) petropedetinae Noble, 1931 (1878) (type genus Petropedetes Reichenow,

1874) with the endorsement that it and other family-group names based on

Petropedetes are to be given precedence over hemimantidae Hoffman, 1878

(type genus Hemimantis Peters, 1863) and other family-group names based

on Hemimantis and (by the first reviser action of Dubois, 1982) over

cacosterninae Noble, 1931 (type genus Cacosternum Boulenger, 1887)

and other family-group names based on Cacosternum but are not to be

given priority over phrynobatrachinae Laurent, 1941 (type genus

Phrynobatrachus Giinther, 1862) and other family-group names based on

Phrynobatrachus, whenever their type genera are placed in the same

family-group taxon;

(c) cacosterninae Noble, 1931 (1878) (type genus Cacosternum Boulenger,

1887) with the endorsement that it and other family-group names based on

Cacosternum are to be given precedence over hemimantidae Hoffman, 1 878

(type genus Hemimantis Peters, 1863) and other family-group names based

on Hemimantis but are not to be given priority over petropedetinae

Noble, 1931 (type genus Petropedetes Reichenow, 1874) and other family-

group names based on Petropedetes and phrynobatrachinae Laurent,

1941 (type genus Phrynobatrachus Gunther, 1862) and other family-group

names based on Phrynobatrachus, whenever their type genera are placed in

the same family-group taxon;

(d) hemimantidae Hoffmann, 1878 (type genus Hemimantis Peters, 1863)

with the endorsement that it and other family-group names based on

Hemimantis are not to be given priority over petropedetinae Noble,

1931 (type genus Petropedetes Reichenow, 1874) and other family-group

names based on Petropedetes, cacosterninae Noble, 1931 (type genus

Cacosternum Boulenger, 1887) and other family-group names based on

Cacosternum, and phrynobatrachinae Laurent, 1941 (type genus

Phrynobatrachus Gunther, 1862) and other family-group names based on

Phrynobatrachus, whenever their type genera are placed in the same

family-group taxon.
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